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Abstract The paper aims to develop a better understand-

ing of the evolution and structuration of contemporary civil

society fields. It applies analytical elements from field

theories and closely related network governance literature

within a qualitative research design to explore collective

action around community-led housing (CLH) in England, a

label assigned to a range of alternative housing models. We

argue that collective action needs to be understood as a

loose coupling of earlier and younger social movements,

based on their shared awareness of and willingness to

address macro-level societal problems. We further identify

a gradual evolution of field governance from loose

covenanting between sub-fields, development of a common

project, to network activation to manage significant exter-

nal funding. This process has not yet led to a unified field

with stable internal governance and wide external legiti-

macy on the national level. However, an embryonic field

structure and permeable boundaries provide CLH actors

multiple hybrid identities and strategic positioning oppor-

tunities in adjacent fields. We believe that our strategic

field perspective can shed light on the nature of collective

action in other parts of the civil society.

Keywords Community-led housing � Collaborative
housing � Social movements � Network governance � Civil
society � Field analysis

Introduction

Civil society participation in housing has received growing

interest in many countries from activists and academics

alike over the past 10 years (id22 2012; Kehl and Then

2013; Mullins and Moore 2018). The term ‘‘collaborative

housing’’ is gaining ground as a generic descriptor for an

international housing phenomenon with a strong social

dimension. It highlights residents’ self-organisation,

intentional community building but also partnerships

between local grass-roots organisations and larger non-

profits as well as state and market actors (Fromm 2012;

Lang et al. 2018).

Interest in collaborative housing is partly related to

demographic change and the search for alternative forms of

living among older people (Jones 2017). Further, higher

costs of living drive people of different age into collective

action around housing (Jezierska and Polanska 2017).

Collaborative housing also represents a lifestyle linked to

sustainable living, the sharing economy, self-determination

in housing choice and enjoying community in the imme-

diate neighbourhood which, for instance, appeals to

younger families (Ruiu 2014; Huber 2017). At the same

time, collaborative housing models can run the risk of

becoming inward-looking and self-selective living

arrangements in the long term (Brandsen and Helderman

2012).

& Richard Lang

richard.lang@jku.at

David Mullins

d.w.mullins@bham.ac.uk

1 Institute of Innovation Management, Johannes Kepler

University Linz, Altenbergerstrasse 69, 4040 Linz, Austria

2 Housing and Communities Research Group, Centre on

Household Assets and Savings Management, School of

Social Policy, University of Birmingham,

Edgbaston, Birmingham B15 2TT, UK

3 School of Social Policy, Housing and Communities Research

Group, University of Birmingham, Birmingham B15 2TT,

UK

123

Voluntas (2020) 31:184–200

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-019-00138-z

http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9505-1289
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/s11266-019-00138-z&amp;domain=pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-019-00138-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-019-00138-z


The importance of these factors varies between territo-

rial contexts, and we also find a variety of context-specific

collaborative housing models, such as co-housing, resi-

dents’ co-operatives, self-help and community self-build

initiatives, ecological housing communities or community

land trusts (CLTs). Furthermore, there is the temptation to

assume that the recent surge of collaborative housing ini-

tiatives coincided with the financial crisis in 2008 when

market and state failure left spaces for potential civil

society action in housing in cities but also rural areas.

Indeed, some collaborative housing actors have only

recently emerged and expanded, for instance CLTs, which

spread through increasing internationalisation of social

movements. However, other collaborative housing models

have been around for much longer (e.g. resident-led co-

operatives) and have been stimulated by earlier opportu-

nities and trigger events such as public funding (Mullins

and Moore 2018).

This paper aims to explore the factors influencing the

recent re-emergence of organised collective action around

the theme of collaborative housing. The resurgence of

collaborative housing is still a little researched phe-

nomenon and provides an interesting research topic for

civil society studies. In our research endeavour, we draw

on insights from field theory and contribute to the literature

on field emergence and institutionalisation in the civil

society sphere, and especially in housing practice. Previous

field analyses on housing have mainly focused on more

established non-profit housing fields in the UK and Ireland

stimulated by public grants (Mullins and Riseborough

1997; Mullins et al. 2001) and in the USA stimulated by

the Low-Income Tax Credit model (Guthrie and McQuar-

rie 2008; McQuarrie and Krumholz 2011). However, many

organisations involved in collaborative housing have a

strong grass-roots character and do not align themselves

with the formal non-profit sector (such as housing associ-

ations). The emergent character and institutionalised nature

of collaborative housing provides an important contrast to

earlier non-profit studies and thus an important addition to

the fields literature.

Our analysis shows that it is fruitful to draw on recent

literature on urban social movements (Domaradzka 2018)

which has strong resonance for collaborative housing.

Fligstein and McAdam’s work on Strategic Action Fields,

for instance, has attracted recent interest among scholars

concerned with social movements (Pettinicchio 2013;

Domaradzka and Wijkström 2016) and is thus also

appealing to studies dealing with parts of the non-profit

sector, such as grass-roots action. Further insights are

generated by work on the institutionalisation of civil

society fields (Nicholls 2010a, b; Nicholls and Teasdale

2017). In line with Barman (2016) and Krause (2018), we

believe that different field traditions (Bourdieusian, New

Institutionalist and Strategic Action Fields) can comple-

ment each other in the analysis of particular fields.

The empirical analysis in this paper explores a particular

national field of collaborative housing practice with a

pronounced configuration of actor groups. In England, the

label community-led housing (CLH) has been assigned to a

range of alternative housing models that have sprung out of

different social movements (Heywood 2016). Some of

them have been around for a long time (e.g. mutuals and

co-operatives, self-help housing), others have more

recently emerged including CLTs, co-housing, community

self-build housing. Although there is no commonly agreed

definition of CLH, these organisational forms are charac-

terised to varying degrees by citizen participation in gov-

ernance and day-to-day management of housing

construction, renovation and reuse of existing homes, long-

term affordability of housing and (local) community ori-

entation (see also Fig. 2).

CLH might be seen as a unified response to the highly

dysfunctional and crisis-ridden contemporary housing

system in England, heightened by the aftermath of the 2008

financial crisis. However, it has important historical ante-

cedents and within this ‘‘new’’ housing movement, we find

significant internal diversity and a variety of terminologies

and labels that reflect the history of specific grass-roots

niches and the umbrella organisations that evolved to

support them (Heywood 2016).

The detailed analysis of a collaborative housing field in

one particular country, including specific historical and

cultural context and structural factors, reflects the com-

prehensive research tradition of Bourdieu (Benson 2006;

Krause 2018). However, we also acknowledge the impor-

tance of comparative field analyses which help to identify

shared patterns and differences across territorial contexts

(Krause 2018). Our analysis of field emergence will be

guided by specific categories identified from the literature

which should facilitate international comparisons of similar

fields.

Thus, the next section identifies and discusses key

dimensions of field theories that deal with field emergence.

After introducing the methodology of this study, these

identified dimensions will guide the historically embedded

analysis of CLH in England, followed by a discussion of

results. Finally, conclusions will outline the main impli-

cations of our study for field research in the civil society

and housing sector.
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Field Emergence and Evolution: A Theoretical
Framework

Field theory has become a common analytical approach for

sociological inquiry into the civil society and non-profit

sector (Barman 2016). What all three major field approa-

ches (the Bourdieusian, New Institutionalist and Strategic

Action Fields perspectives) have in common is the rela-

tional understanding of a field, i.e. that actors and their

ideas and practices are either directly positioned to each

other, or oriented towards a shared stake (Emirbayer and

Johnson 2008; Macmillan 2013; Swartz 2014). Building on

this fundamental understanding, in this paper, the term field

is used for a meso-level social order where (collective and

individual) actors ‘‘consider each other relevant with

regard to specific professional or specialized practices’’

(Krause 2018, p. 5), which in our case is defined as col-

laborative housing.

Field-theoretical traditions differ in their assumption

what constitutes a field. According to Bourdieu, the field

refers to an inherently contested space where individuals

compete over resources to gain positioning advantage rel-

ative to each other (Bourdieu 1990, 1991; Bourdieu and

Wacquant 1992). In contrast, new institutionalist scholars

use the notion of fields when conceptualising the role of

conformity in organisational life which refers to the

adaption of behaviours and practices by following suc-

cessful organisational examples (Scott and Meyer 1983;

DiMaggio and Powell 1983; Scott 1995). Such conformity

plays out in already existing fields where relevant actors

‘‘constitute recognized areas of institutional life […] that

produce similar services or products’’ (DiMaggio and

Powell 1983, p. 148). The Strategic Action Field (SAF)

framework (Fligstein and McAdam 2011, 2012) claims to

synthesise the Bourdieusian and new institutionalist

approaches and to address their perceived weakness of

passive conception of actors by stressing the role of agency

and field dynamics, such as formation or crisis (Swartz

2014). Although we need to take account of the criticism

regarding the SAF approach as a comprehensive theory of

society (Fuchs 2014), its relevance and strength for our

study lie in analytical elements that deal with strategic

agency, coalition building and shared meaning among

actors in field formation (Fligstein and McAdam 2012). In

this endeavour, we are building on existing field research

on civil society organisations (Macmillan et al. 2013;

McInerney 2015) and are particularly interested in under-

standing ‘‘the ability of actors to join others together to

pursue a shared goal’’ (Barman 2016, p. 451).

Another recent strand of theory builds on the neo-in-

stitutional approach to consider processes of institutional-

isation within emerging civil society fields and includes a

greater focus on agency. Nicholls (2010a, b) draws on

Kuhn’s concept of paradigm shift to explore field forma-

tion and legitimation in the social enterprise field in Eng-

land which he describes as ‘‘pre-paradigmatic’’ (Nicholls

2010a, p. 611). At this stage of field development, Nicholls

observes contests for control of legitimation discourses and

paradigmatic dominance. He describes an interplay

between actors and structures involving ‘‘reflexive iso-

morphism’’ (Nicholls 2010a, p. 614) in which resource-

based pressures force compliance with existing normative

frames of reference through a mix of regulative, normative

and cognitive adaptation. Meanwhile, agency is asserted to

re-socialise legitimation processes.

The integration of different field traditions leads to the

following analytical dimensions that help to study the role

of strategic actors in the formation process of CLH in

England.

(1) Opportunities in the Broader Field Environment: In

line with New Institutionalism, the SAF approach high-

lights that events in the field environment deserve attention

as they provide the initial opportunity for contestation

(Barman 2016). Nicholls and Teasdale (2017) concur with

SAF writers that institutional change or paradigm shift

within a field requires an external shock. Thus, the state

often creates the conditions for new fields by introducing

legislative changes and provision of resources which

organisations see as new opportunities (for example, the

grants provided by the Co-operative Housing Agency in

England in the late 1970s). Guthrie and McQuarrie (2008),

for instance, show how the introduction of the Low-Income

Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) in the Tax Reform Act of

1986 in the USA led to a reorganisation of actor relation-

ships in some cities and to the emergence of a new

organisational field. They conclude that the institutional

context conditions matter how the policy change precisely

affects field formation in a particular place. Similarly,

‘‘empty’’ social spaces can be the result of boundary

changes of existing non-profit fields but also the state field

(Gorski 2012). When established actors cede their field

positions, actors from adjacent fields or newly emerging

actors are likely to move into empty field spaces, for

instance, because these promise to provide new niches or

opportunities. Mullins et al. (2001) provide evidence how

the emergence of state-funding resources was linked to the

expansions of field boundaries of the non-profit housing

sector in Ireland and its actor configuration. The crystalli-

sation of a new field can also be traced back to the crisis of
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an existing field where the rules that governed interaction

no longer work, and actors are consequently looking for a

new consensus to consolidate the field. In her study on the

lesbian/gay movement in San Francisco in the 1970s,

Armstrong (2005) suggests that the more intense such a

field crisis is, the less likely the old order will be re-

established and the more contentious the process of

achieving field settlement will be. Echoing the findings of

Armstrong, recent studies of housing movements in

Budapest and Bucharest (Domaradzka and Wijkström

2016; Florea et al. 2018) suggest that we need to engage in

a historically informed analysis to identify both structural

and contingent factors in the external environment as

triggers for field formation in civil society around issues of

housing (e.g. the financial crisis of 2008 and global

dynamics of commodification in housing).

(2) The Use of ‘‘Social Skill’’: ‘‘Socially skilled’’ actors

may play a crucial role in emerging fields by recognising,

shaping and enacting new entrepreneurial opportunities.

These institutional entrepreneurs are able to transcend

narrow group interests and appeal to common interests and

build coalitions so that a new field can actually emerge

(Fligstein and McAdam 2011). An important part of this

entrepreneurial activity is to provide practical solutions to

local problems which shows how things can be done in a

different way (Domaradzka and Wijkström 2016).

McQuarrie and Krumholz (2011) highlight the role of

mediating organisations as an institutionalised form of

social skill which is critical to the governance of local

housing and community development fields in the USA.

The literature on network management and governance

provides further insights that can enhance our under-

standing of social skill. Building on the policy networks

literature (Marsh and Rhodes 1992), the ‘‘Governance

Club’’ research programme at Erasmus University Rotter-

dam developed concepts and tools of network management

with strategic, managerial and behavioural dimensions

(Koppenjan and Klijn 2004) that have been applied to

analyse network governance in housing and urban regen-

eration (Van Bortel and Mullins 2009). Further studies

have highlighted the role of local organisational innovation

driven by the practical skills and experimentation of

institutional entrepreneurs to bridge organisational bound-

aries (McQuarrie and Krumholz 2011). Finnemore and

Sikkink (1998) have highlighted the role of organisational

platforms as network hubs and stabilisers of collective

action. In the context of social movements, platforms might

not have the characteristics of a formal organisation and

thus membership depends on mutual recognition (Ahrne

and Brunsson 2011). LIHTC provides another housing

example where actor-driven governance innovations on the

ground successfully established a new field among non-

profit housing actors which has produced nearly 3 million

affordable homes in the USA (Smith 2010). An important

tool used by institutional entrepreneurs in fields is the

framing of issues and compromise identities to which other

field actors can agree. Thus, frames can unify heteroge-

neous actors and their agendas in fields (e.g. of grass-roots

and more formalised non-profit actors) and successfully

intermediate between an opportunity in the external envi-

ronment and collective action (Snow and Benford 1992;

Diani et al. 2018). This also involves linking local issues

with existing international frames and related actor net-

works (Domaradzka and Wijkström 2016). However, given

their own resource limitations, actors often face strategic

decisions in the field formation process to push either their

own or wider group interests (Fligstein and McAdam

2011). Armstrong (2005) further suggests that the institu-

tionalisation of a new field logic depends heavily upon

timing. When a moment of opportunity arises, entrepre-

neurs need to come up with a viable project and the right

frames in the right place. For our empirical analysis in this

paper, we need to explore the playing out of tensions

between field and sub-field actor interests and the effec-

tiveness of reframing in stimulating a moment of oppor-

tunity (e.g. the provision of external funding).

(3) Field Autonomy: When fields emerge, they become

more autonomous, i.e. actors are guided by their own field

norms and formal regulations and develop field-specific

capital and their own field logic (Bourdieu 1995; Gorski

2012). It is often assumed that autonomy is necessary for a

field to help fulfil its specific purpose, but at the same time,

autonomy can lead to a degree of closure (Krause 2018).

Furthermore, there is not one form of field autonomy but it

needs to be seen as relative under particular circumstances.

For instance, Bourdieu’s analysis of the emergence of the

literary field in the nineteenth century in France shows that

literary production, of course, has existed before—but it

was subsumed under a different field logic, such as that of

courts or publishers (Bourdieu 1995, Gorski 2012). Thus,

analysis of field autonomy concerns the position of a

specific field within ‘‘the overall architecture of fields that

it is embedded in’’ (Krause 2018, p. 10). In this respect,

Fligstein and McAdam’s (2011, p. 3) notion of ‘‘Russian

dolls’’ is a fruitful metaphor and helps to conceptualise

CLH as a housing field where actors are embedded in

larger and smaller SAFs at the same time (Barman 2016).

Similarly, Nicholls and Teasdale (2017) reinforce the need

to focus on multiple levels that affect micro-level field

actors and on the boundaries between emerging fields and
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more institutionalised and powerful neighbouring fields.

The authors reject the possibility that paradigm shift might

occur at the micro-level in isolation from change at the

macro- and meso-levels. Thus, despite an apparent flurry of

activity at the micro-level around social enterprise practice,

they observed little cognitive change, since this would have

required ‘‘a shift away from the (macro-level) neo-liberal

belief that markets are the best way to organise and govern

society’’ (Nicholls and Teasdale 2017, p. 338).

In the light of this, our empirical field analysis needs to

explore the extent and nature of links between CLH and

adjacent housing-related fields. This involves an analysis of

resource transfers between fields and how these help in

advancing the relative autonomy of the CLH field (Fer-

guson 1998). However, more links do not necessarily mean

less autonomy, as increased resource exchanges with one

adjacent field could enable the emancipation from another

field. A good example is the emergence of journalism as a

field which was triggered by growing dependency on

markets which eventually enabled journalists to become

relatively autonomous from political patronage (Chalaby

1998; Krause 2018).

(4) Field Structure: In the Bourdieusian tradition, anal-

ysis of this dimension fundamentally relates to the question

how actors with specific backgrounds occupy and hold

positions in a field at a given point in time. This leads to an

analysis of the degree of hierarchy (i.e. power relations)

and orthodoxy in a particular field (Gorski 2012). Ortho-

doxy refers to the degree of consensus and acceptance of

the rules of the game among actors in a field. However,

consensus might not necessarily be achieved through

strong hierarchy (Krause 2018). In their SAF theory,

Fligstein and McAdam (2011, 2012) distinguish between a

powerful actor group of ‘‘incumbents’’ who benefit from

the existing rules of the game and ‘‘challengers’’ who are

not favoured by the status quo and thus are more likely to

mobilise coalitions to enact change (see also Gamson

1975).

However, the composition and the roles of relevant actor

groups might not be so clear-cut in emergent fields (Swartz

2014). Emerging fields may instead constitute unorganised

social spaces where shared understanding of the purpose

and agreed rules that govern their interaction do not yet

exist or are constantly challenged among actors. Further-

more, the situation may be quite fluid with new actors

frequently appearing but also leaving the field. Recent

accounts of urban social movements mobilising around

housing, such as ‘‘Right to the City’’, indeed paint fields as

unstructured social spaces of contentious action and dif-

ferent struggles. Actor groups in these fields have various

agendas and come from different ideological and social

backgrounds. They often only build temporary coalitions

when it serves their strategic interest (Diani et al. 2018;

Florea et al. 2018). Depending on the territorial context,

these can involve non-profit housing association, grass-

roots neighbourhood organisations and tenant initiatives

(Domaradzka 2018)

For the stability of a field, the key question will be

whether or not ‘‘governance units’’ become organised more

hierarchically or co-operatively (Fligstein and McAdam

2011). This is influenced by the power of actors and their

resource endowment. Nicholls (2010b) draws attention to

the need to explore very specific processes in field insti-

tutionalisation such as regulation and reporting regimes

whereby the legitimacy of new fields is contested.

Three specific concepts from the network management

literature were found particularly useful in interpreting the

patterns of inter-organisational relations that emerged in

the CLH field. First, borrowing from Ostrom (1980), Klijn

and Teisman (1997, p. 106) introduce the idea of

‘‘covenanting’’ as a social learning process whereby actors

explore similarities and differences in their perceptions of

what needs to be done, with what resources and under what

conditions. Covenanting does not require complete agree-

ment on all goals, merely instrumental agreement on parts

of a package of actions that are in the interests of each

networked actor.

Second, Klijn and Tiesman (1997) further discuss how

the ability of networks to act collectively can be enhanced

by ‘‘reframing actor perceptions’’ to decide which network

games they wish to participate in and which goals and

values matter. This may involve the building of shared

projects and co-ordinated actions, for example, to attract

external resources to support network activities. Third,

‘‘activation’’ refers to the selection of specific network

actors to participate in ‘‘network games’’ and the definition

of the roles they are to play within those games. This may

include existing network actors expanding or changing

their roles, bringing new actors into the network to provide

necessary resources and indeed de-activation of existing

network members who may be blocking proposed games.

Later in this paper, we relate these three concepts to the

timeline of events in the CLH field formation project.

Methodology

Collaborative housing fields, including CLH in England,

are still an under-researched phenomenon (Lang et al.

2018). Thus, a qualitative research strategy was applied to
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reconstruct the historical trajectory and concrete configu-

ration of the CLH field (Sayer 1992; Yin 2009). Further-

more, we applied an abductive approach, moving from

initial hypothesis testing, through more inductive case

studies and observation to abduction to develop a deeper

understanding of the emergence of CLH and relate this to

field theory.

The paper draws on the data reservoir of a larger project

on collaborative housing by the authors. The research

reported in this paper involved secondary data analysis

(e.g. government papers and Internet sources on CLH) and

two waves of field work in 2013/14 and 2015/16. This

generated a total evidence base of 60 semi-structured

qualitative interviews with housing experts and represen-

tatives of CLH umbrellas and case organisations from

across England. The case studies of organisations were

selected from the main housing forms that CLH brings

together (see also Fig. 2) and contrasted different actor

perspectives. Particularly relevant for our CLH field anal-

ysis were interviews with management executives and key

external stakeholders, such as representatives of larger non-

profit housing providers, government bodies and charita-

ble foundations who together constitute the main sources of

external support for the field. These interviews helped to

reconstruct interactions and resource flows among field

actors, whereby interviewees were encouraged to provide

concrete examples of networking.

Interviews were taped and transcribed, and comple-

mented by analysis of archival data (including Internet and

media sources) as well as field notes from participatory

observations of meetings at the level of CLH umbrella

bodies, such as the Community-Led Housing Alliance

(CLHA), the Confederation of Co-operative Housing

(CCH) and self-help-housing.org (SHHO). Qualitative

content analysis (Mayring 2010) helped to structure the

empirical material from interview transcripts, observation

protocols and documents in accordance with the field

analytical dimensions outlined in the previous section, i.e.

emblematic events in the broader field environment, iden-

tification of key individual and collective actors involved in

CLH and examples of applied ‘‘social skill’’ by these

actors. Tables 2 and 3 in the Appendix present a list of key

empirical data sources that informed the analysis in this

paper. Our understanding has been continuously updated

between 2016 and 2019 through active engagement with

developments in the field including engagement by one

author in a regional enabling hub and a national partner in

CLH (UK Cohousing Trust).

Empirical Findings: Community-Led Housing

(CLH) as an Emergent Strategic Action Field

This section explores evidence on the emergence of CLH1

as a field in England. It proceeds by reviewing develop-

ments in the broader field environment, continues by

considering the use of ‘‘social skill’’ by field actors and

then discusses field autonomy and finally the structure of

the CLH field.

(1) Developments in the Broader Field Environment of

CLH

First, we briefly engage in a historically informed

analysis to identify both structural and contingent factors in

the broader institutional environment as triggers for the

formation of CLH as a field in England.

Figure 1 considers some of the long-term external

shocks nationally and internationally that have stimulated

the component movements comprising CLH over the past

century.

One temptation is to limit the explanation of the emer-

gence of CLH as a field to the immediately observable

exogenous shock of the financial crisis in 2008 and recent

state action (Mullins and Moore 2018). This might include

the election of a Coalition Government in 2010 followed

by their Big Society and Localism Agenda which led to

small-scale state funding for CLH including a £50 million

self-help housing initiative. More recently, the exacerba-

tion of the rural homes crisis brought about by second

home ownership in the south-west of England led to further

state support and up to £300 million funding for CLH.

These recent developments may contribute to the ultimate

creation of CLH as a new strategic space for civil society

organisations in housing. However, it also needed actors

from existing, adjacent fields to populate this emergent

space and to advance legitimating discourses and logics in

a contest to develop a more recognisable field.

The principal ideas of CLH were not invented in the

early 2000s but can be traced back to the first half of the

nineteenth century, articulated by the Rochdale co-opera-

tive movement. With a longstanding tradition in England,

co-operative and mutual housing had become an estab-

lished field on its own (Birchall 1992; CCMH 2009;

Rowlands 2009). The co-operative movement epitomised

by the Rochdale pioneers and the first terminating building

societies can lay claim to have been the forebears of CLH.

Early drivers for co-operative housing came from the

spread of utopian ideas responding to urbanisation and poor

housing thrown up in the industrial revolution. This

1 Community-led housing (CLH) is used throughout this section to

reflect the more common use of this term than the term collaborative

housing in England.
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included the Garden City Movement and Ebenezer

Howard’s collective land ownership model which could lay

claim to being the first CLT in England (Howard 1898).

This was later picked up in CLT understandings of

‘‘common ground’’ (Davis 2002). The co-operative prin-

ciples (ICA 2015) represent an internationally shared

understanding and identity among its field actors, and

specific governance units were developed in the co-oper-

ative housing field in the 1970s which still exist today. Part

of this is a central governance body (Confederation of Co-

operative Housing—CCH) and a network of regional

supporting secondary co-operatives in some areas of Eng-

land (e.g. Birmingham, Liverpool and the London area).

Despite a more elaborate higher level structure linking the

field to government resources, the Co-operative Housing

Agency was short-lived, lasting from 1976 to 1979, the

peak period for government funding for new build co-op-

eratives (Murie 2008).

Despite these ambitions, from 1988 on, the focus of

government funds shifted to mixed funded (public and

private) projects by larger non-profit housing associations

(Murie 2008) and funding was increasingly hard to secure

for housing co-operatives. The diminished legitimacy of

co-operatives within the housing field limited opportunities

for serious attempts of new co-operative housing devel-

opments until 2010. Still, co-operative and mutual housing

organisations—of which there are now 836 across the

UK—are comparatively well-established actors within the

CLH field, managing a stock of around 169,000 units, with

91% of co-operatives based in England (Heywood 2016).

Another strategic actor which re-entered the CLH field in

the first decade of the 2000s is self-help housing (Mullins

2018). It can be seen as distinct from but overlapping with

formal co-operative housing models and has its roots in an

informal squatting movement for local authority-acquired

housing, left empty following the IMF financial crisis of

the mid-1970s. Since then, a majority of housing co-op-

eratives have been incorporated within the regulatory

framework of the social housing sector for receiving public

funding (Rowlands 2009).

Recent developments in the field environment have

drawn new actors into the CLH field (see Fig. 2). These

emerged as responses to new external drivers, such as the

need for longer term affordability in high-cost rural and

urban areas (CLTs), shared housing within intentional

communities (co-housing) and local action to bring empty

homes into use (self-help housing). Their housing aims and

strategies sometimes appear more palatable with dominant

liberal regime practices and current political priorities in

English housing. In contrast to co-operatives, this align-

ment with the macro-level political economic regime (Ni-

cholls and Teasdale 2017) enhances their legitimacy as

indicated for instance by the introduction of a national self-

build register and pressure on local authorities to release

land for (community) self-build.

An important momentum for the emergence of CLH as a

field in England, bringing together the older and more

recent CLH movements, has come in the early 2000s from
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drivers. Source: Authors

190 Voluntas (2020) 31:184–200

123



perceived failures of mainstream social housing to meet the

needs and aspirations of residents. The field of non-profit

housing associations in England had seen remarkable

growth and stabilisation over the last 30 years (Purkis

2010; Mullins 2016). Today, commercial large housing

associations that account for most of the stock have clearly

moved away from their original community focus. Nev-

ertheless, there are signals of field fragmentation with a

small, more traditional value-based part of housing asso-

ciations that is less comfortable with state policies and

large-scale commercialism. It acts as partners of grass-

roots housing organisations and is thus also aligned to the

CLH field.

(2) The Use of ‘‘Social Skill’’

There are examples of CLH actors who have been

effective in reading the environment, making connections,

framing action and mobilising people. However, this has

usually operated in specific parts of the CLH field. Taking

the case of self-help housing, ‘‘social skill’’ has been

deployed to knit together fragmented actors in different

arenas (Koppenjan and Klijn 2004) under a common

platform (self-help-housing.org—SHHO)—forging a con-

sciousness of field by both participants and external actors,

to mobilise quite significant state support. SHHO devel-

oped a discourse to legitimate self-help housing as a way to

address multiple social problems (e.g. empty homes,

homelessness, employment and training, and fear of crime

problems) and to present itself as a solution relevant to

contemporary policy and political streams (Cohen et al.

1972; Mullins 2018). SHHO was able to demonstrate the

relevance of the solutions provided by self-help housing to

a series of ‘‘wicked problems’’ including the Coalition

Government’s (2010–2015) need to give practical sub-

stance to political ideas of a ‘‘big society’’ and ‘‘localism’’.

The role played by SHHO is resonant of the self-reflexivity

depicted by Nicholls (2010a). This micro-level actor

attempted to build a distinct logic of ‘‘self-help housing’’

by working on micro-structures of legitimation and con-

trasting this with the abandonment of the niche by larger

established housing associations (Mullins 2016).

Once the prospect of state funding through the Empty

Homes Community Grants Programme was opened, SHHO

undertook a very specific programme of work to demon-

strate and build capacity of potential participants. It

organised an ‘‘expressions of interest’’ call and support for

bid writing and delivery through online information and

peer networking events. This rapidly led to a variety of

organisation types to (re)define themselves as part of the

self-help housing movement and doubled the number of

active local projects over a few years.

SHHO actively brokered links between the self-help and

other CLH actors and was an active player in the Mutual

Housing Group (MHG) and Community-Led Housing

Alliance (CLHA) to promote CLH with government

(BSHF 2014a, b). The impact of this work in forging

common cause was apparent in the National CLT Network

(NCLTN) 2015 Election Manifesto which made the case
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for £52 million further public funding for empty homes

projects (NCLTN 2014). This partly reflected the dual

identity of several projects (such as Middlesbrough CLT

and Granby Four Streets CLT) as both CLT and self-help

housing projects, reflecting the overlapping purposes of

CLH groups (see Fig. 2).

Although SHHO as well as NCLTN and CCH leadership

were very strong collaborators in the MHG and CLHA,

they did not at that time use ‘‘social skill’’ to pursue the

construction of an overarching field identity. We might

question whether the above examples within specific parts

of the CLH field fully meet the definition of ‘‘social skill’’

as a ‘‘cognitive capacity for reading people and environ-

ments’’ for CLH as an overarching field-building project

(Fligstein and McAdam 2011, p. 7). However, they do

surely provide examples of framing specific lines of action

and mobilising people and groups to significantly expand

local CLH project activity.

(3) Field Autonomy

To explore the autonomy of the CLH field, we need to

look at the extent and nature of links between CLH and

adjacent fields, including resource transfers. In terms of

broader national housing fields, the emergence of CLH can

be related to its boundaries with all three mainstream

housing tenures in England. It seeks to provide alternatives

by providing greater space for individuals and communities

to influence their housing (see Fig. 2). In relation to the

home ownership field, CLH aims to challenge the status

quo by creating additional choice, improving aspirations

and therefore empowering consumers and communities

(BSHF 2014a). Thus, for instance, CLTs focus on afford-

ability in perpetuity, while community self-build focuses

on increased control in the construction process for indi-

vidual and collective ownership of assets. Meanwhile, self-

help housing operates more on the boundary of the private

rental housing field, bringing unused assets back to provide

alternatives to or partnerships with privately owned rental

housing. Furthermore, in relation to the field of social

rented housing, CLH can be seen as a way of returning to

some of the original purposes and visions of social housing

that had been lost as most non-profit housing associations

had scaled up, become more commercial and moved away

from the ‘‘community space’’ (Mullins 2016).

The most significant resource streams into CLH come

from the state field and from charitable foundations.

Funding for CLH has usually been secured through main-

stream public housing institutions such as the Homes and

Communities Agency (HCA 2011), now known as Homes

England, the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local

Government (MHCLG) (until 2018 known as Department

for Communities and Local Government–DCLG) and local

authorities. An interesting departure from this public

funding practice was the Empty Homes Community Grants

Programme which directed £50 million to self-help hous-

ing between 2012 and 2015. It was channelled by MHCLG

through an intermediary called Tribal with a mandate to

allocate funds to civil society organisations but with no

specific housing expertise. The most important example of

state funding for CLH since the 1970s is the Community

Housing Fund which in 2016 initially allocated £60 million

funding focused on CLTs in areas with large numbers of

second homes. Later the government made available an

additional £163 million across England up to 2020 through

the Community Housing Fund (Homes England 2018).

The CLH field is also connected to the wider civil

society field and its sub-fields that span well beyond

housing. Notably, we found broader based intermediaries

and governance units within civil society which had

become interested in CLH because of its potential to con-

tribute to scaling up innovations across a whole range of

community asset areas, such as energy, food, transport as

well as housing. Large national civil society support and

funding organisations with a wider remit than housing—

such as Nationwide Foundation and Power to Change—

have launched dedicated programmes for CLH. This indi-

cates a growing recognition of the potential of CLH to

influence a wider range of adjacent fields.

(4) Field Structure

This section looks at the configuration of actors in the

CLH field and to what extent field formation was con-

structing a distinct regulatory space (Nicholls 2010b).

Table 1 shows the different governance units that have

emerged within the CLH field and the three stages of

enhanced network co-ordination that have occurred since

2010.

The first phase (2010–2014) saw the blossoming of

umbrella groups to promote the development of CLH

through a loose alliance structure, with the bulk of the

limited resources and activity being focused on the indi-

vidual actors’ umbrella bodies. The Mutual Housing Group

(MHG) which emerged following the CCH Mutual Hous-

ing Commission in 2009 was an important early effort at

field co-ordination but was unstaffed, simply convened

periodic co-ordination meetings between 2010 and 2014.

Drawing on the network management concepts dis-

cussed earlier, we now interpret this period as one of

‘‘covenanting’’ in which the main existing actors repre-

sented by the five umbrellas began to align their goals and

identified actions that have some benefits for each actor.

The most significant outcome of this phase was in identi-

fying common support needs to promote CLH options and

communicate them to potential participants at the local

level. At this time, there was little enthusiasm for merging

identities into a single CLH body but steps were made to
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find an external partner with the resources and capabilities

to provide common support resources.

The second phase (‘‘reframing’’) began in 2014 with the

incorporation of a new actor into the network (BSHF—now

‘‘World Habitat’’) who convened a landmark consultation

event at Windsor Castle ‘‘scaling up community housing

solutions’’ and galvanised a new joint project ‘‘Commu-

nity-Led Housing Alliance (CLHA)’’. Figure 2, used at that

event, illustrates the emerging shared understanding of the

field and the overlapping aims and models that the different

CLH actors represented.

CLHA had a wider membership than the MHG with, for

example, other charitable foundations and universities.

Furthermore, BSHF actively sought to build a wider net-

work of support for the movement including promotion

with central government and provided a guidance and

advice service for over 40 local authorities. Alongside

improved sector data (Heywood 2016), the BSHF project

attracted financial support from another foundation,

Nationwide Foundation, who provided grant funding of

£169,000 to strengthen actor links within the CLHA.

According to the Nationwide website, ‘‘Another success

was the establishment of ‘community-led housing’ as a

term…widely used across the media, housing sector and

beyond’’.2

In this phase of ‘‘reframing’’, joint action by alliance

members, including a funding proposal to government, led

to the major breakthrough on state funding when the

Community Housing Fund was first announced by the

Chancellor of the Exchequer in November 2016. Jointly

organised activities increased, for example, local work-

shops co-organised by the CLT and Co-housing umbrellas,

and the first ever national community-led housing confer-

ence held in London in November 2017.

The third (‘‘activiaton’’) phase, from 2018, was char-

acterised by heightened network management when the

success of the proposal for the Community Housing Fund

led to a proliferation of new governance arrangements

summarised in Fig. 3.

The three sub-field umbrellas for co-operatives (CCH),

community land trusts (NCLTN) and co-housing organi-

sations (UKCN) were joined by Locality (a more general

umbrella for development trusts) to organise a range of

infrastructure support for local groups across the country to

Table 1 Forming umbrellas and building alliances. Source: Authors

Phase

2010–2014 2014–2018 (2018-date)

Governance
unit

Mutual Housing Group (MHG) Community-Led Housing Alliance

(CLHA)

Community Led Homes—Joint Venture

Collaboration Agreement (CLH)

Network
management
theme

Covenanting: loose co-

ordination of existing

networks to explore

opportunities for goal

convergence

Reframing: emergence of shared project

and co-ordinated action to secure

external resources

Activation: network constitution and

redefining tasks of participants’ shared

national infrastructure and regional structure

to deliver Community Housing Fund

programme

Key empirical
evidence

• Loose alliance of five existing

networks

• Sharing practice and

experience

• Jointly promoting sectors and

producing options maps for

emerging groups

• Occupying and shaping spaces

once filled by housing

associations

• Space in which community-led

groups can grow

• Scope for broader alliances

with developers, local

authorities and housing

associations

• Increasing collaboration between

umbrellas through a jointly owned

project managed by BSHF (now Habitat

International)

• Collective lobbying resulted in

Community Housing Fund and growing

support from foundations

• Aims emerge to develop a national

network of hubs to promote to support

all forms of CLH at the regional/sub-

regional level

• Delivery of Community Housing Fund and

foundation programmes lead to a national

co-ordination infrastructure linked to

regional delivery hubs

• Existing umbrellas take responsibility for

different aspects of infrastructure support

across the whole CLH field

• Growing number of regional enabler hubs

(Bristol, Leeds, Birmingham, Tees Valley,

etc.)

• National Advice Centre and website http://

www.communityledhomes.org.uk

• Training and accreditation for advisers

• Small grants programme

2 http://www.nationwidefoundation.org.uk/projects-we-fund/fund

ing-2013-16/building-and-social-housing-foundation-bshf/.
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secure support from the Community Housing Fund and

develop local projects. As Fig. 3 shows, these four

umbrella bodies were joined by governmental actors who

sponsored and administered the Community Housing

Fund—the Ministry of Housing (MHCLG), and Homes

England and Greater London Authority. Other actors

actively engaged in the network now included Power to

Change (a community business fund resourced by the Big

Lottery) who provided funds for individual CLH groups

and part of the network of regional enabling hubs in a

similar way to Nationwide Foundation. These external

resource and regulatory actors were the key to activation of

the network to resource local projects and a national net-

work of enabler hubs. Interestingly, in relation to network

management theory, the roles of existing actors were

redefined as they began to work together in new ways on

new roles. While they continued to maintain their historic

affiliations with their sub-fields, the new roles were func-

tional and cut across the existing boundaries.

To sum up, in the case of CLH, there is still no single

legal or regulatory regime across the field to parallel that of

‘‘registered housing providers’’ found in mainstream social

housing. However, drawing on the network management

literature, we can see a gradual process of field strength-

ening through covenanting, reframing and network con-

stitution and activation. Thus, there is now a growing case

for CLH to be considered a field as it reflects a substantial

level of awareness emerging among a set of civil society

actors for shared principles and aspirations underlying their

individual housing models. With the implementation of the

Community Housing Fund, there has been more formalised

collaboration between the national umbrellas to take

responsibility for different aspects of field building (see

Fig. 3), such as training and accreditation (CCH), a com-

mon website platform as single point access (UKCN),

support for regional and local enabler hubs (NCLTN) and

small grants programme (Locality) as outlined by key

players at the ‘‘Hope for Housing Conference’’ in July 2018

(HCRG 2018). However, these field-building activities are

carried out in a complex matrix to preserve the sub-field

identities (as shown in Fig. 3). The limited time period

over which the Community Housing Fund is currently

available (to 2020) also means that it is too early to assess

any lasting impact on longer term field building.

Discussion of Results

The results presented in the previous section suggest that

the application of elements from different field theories has

been useful in structuring the empirical account of CLH in

England. In this section, we will first discuss key empirical

results and put them in an international context. Then, we

will focus on theoretical implications of our study, espe-

cially in terms of field structuration which we believe has

potential to inform field analysis in civil society studies

more generally.

Fig. 3 Emerging network

management structure to deliver

Community Housing Fund (as

of 2019). Source: Community-

Led Homes Steering

Group Presentation February

2019
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In the external environment, political and legislative

changes have previously been observed as triggers for the

formation of non-profit housing fields. In Austria, for

instance, the Green Party entered a coalition local gov-

ernment in Vienna in 2010 which triggered legislation for

direct access to land and public funding for community

self-build groups (Baugruppen) (Lang and Stoeger 2018).

While the Localism Bill in 2010 and related Big Society

agenda created a positive discursive environment for CLH

in England, our data suggest that longer term structural

factors are linked to the emergence of CLH as a field.

Particularly, state retreat from direct housing provision

eventually led to a redrawing of boundaries and fragmen-

tation in the field of non-profit housing associations but

also with private rental market housing. This has created an

important space for the emergence of new civil society

organisations, similar to the external drivers observed for

new tenant co-operatives in Continental Europe (Brandsen

and Helderman 2012; Suter and Gmür 2018).

In the early period of the study, we found less evidence

of successful social skill in institutionalising CLH at field

level but identified several examples in specific niches

(self-help housing and CLTs). These framing practices to

build actor coalitions focused on particular places where

short-term successes were achieved in accessing state

resources by connecting micro-level goals with macro-

level political discourses. Examples include self-help

housing connected to the ‘‘localism’’ and ‘‘big society’’

political discourses, and CLTs with the crisis of rural

housing affordability and second home ownership. Similar

successful local framing practices have been identified in

Hamburg and Gothenburg (Scheller and Thörn 2018) and

Vienna (Lang and Stoeger 2018) where community self-

build housing practice is linked to political discourses of

urban sustainable development. Nevertheless, these recent

examples of civil society housing movements, including

CLH in England, still operate within a ‘‘cognitively

accepted neoliberal macro-paradigm’’ that remains intact

(Nicholls and Teasdale 2017, p. 338). In the latter period of

the study, we found greater evidence of field legitimacy at

the national level particularly through the Community

Housing Fund and associated charitable foundation

programmes.

In terms of field autonomy, Fligstein and McAdam’s

(2011, p. 3) notion of ‘‘Russian dolls’’ helps to conceptu-

alise CLH as a particular meso-level social order

overlapping with larger and smaller fields at the same time

(Barman 2016). Thus, co-operative housing, for instance, is

embedded in the larger field of CLH and social housing,

and these fields are in turn affected by the market field.

CLH is also linked to the field of non-profit housing

associations. The process of engagement with the state field

has always been important in the search for legitimacy and

funding for key actors in CLH. But even where this has

been successful, it appears to have been rather temporary.

The lack of continued state support after 1980 is a reason

why co-operatives in England have never developed into a

mainstream form of housing delivery as in some other

European countries like Sweden or Norway (Sørvoll and

Bengtsson 2018). Similarly, if the Community Housing

Fund is not extended after 2020, the period described in

this paper might prove to be another short-term engage-

ment with the state, and a similar outcome is likely for

CLH.

Turning to some important theoretical implications of

our study, we find the structure of the CLH field charac-

terised by small organisations and movements with limited

resources available which makes it difficult for them to

occupy a dominant position within the field. One has to

keep in mind that the whole CLH field is rather small, only

occupying a share of about 1% of the total English housing

market (Heywood 2016). Therefore, the struggles for

economic resources are not really contested within the

CLH field but in adjacent fields. Against this backdrop, we

would interpret the genuine effort among socially skilled

actors to introduce cooperation rather than competition in

the field of CLH. There are clearly established actors in the

CLH field with their own identifiable governance units,

especially housing co-operatives, but there has also been a

substantial level of start-ups in other sub-fields, notably

CLTs including for the first time in urban areas (Moore

et al. 2018). However, it does not seem to be the case that

the rules of the game are stacked in favour of the former.

While longer established, the co-operative sector remains

fragmented and mainly focused on existing projects and

this has limited its ability to align and influence newer CLH

start-ups such as CLTs. With Gorski (2012, p. 333), we

could thus characterise the structure of the CLH field as a

‘‘big box’’ with ‘‘low degrees of both hierarchy and

orthodoxy but strong horizontal ties based on permeable

organisations and overlapping networks’’. This field type is

more characteristic of grass-roots social movements than
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established non-profit fields where we often find competing

power centres of orthodoxy.

Despite visioning, communication and promotion work

around the project of a core governance unit, a clear

internal and external identity of the field had been missing

before the Community Housing Fund galvanised a degree

of co-ordinated action, with cross-field umbrellas at the

local and regional level (HCRG 2018). Nevertheless,

competing conceptions of purpose and a plethora of

organisational models remain, reflecting the lengthy history

of institutionalisation at the micro-level. Despite growing

recognition and legitimacy, the CLH field is still not widely

known to the public and has a relatively small cadre of

supporters and enablers in the key professional areas nee-

ded for stable field growth such as housing financiers,

architects, property professionals as well as governmental

funders and regulators.

The relatively weak institutionalisation of the CLH field

is partly a result of its actors remaining anchored in their

original fields. Although we have shown that key players in

the CLH field consider each other relevant, their roles and

positions are primarily structured by the rules and resour-

ces of neighbouring fields. Given its permeable borders

with different neighbouring fields, CLH has some affinities

with the concept of an ‘‘interstitial field’’ (Medvetz 2012).

Such an ‘‘in-between field’’ might appear ‘‘weak’’ and

incomplete in terms of internal structure, but its purpose is

to provide space for strategic multipositioning of actors as

well as facilitating exchange of ideas and pooling of

resources across traditional institutional boundaries. We

believe that such a strategic perspective on organisational

fields can help in shedding more light on collective action

in other parts of the civil society, such as recent urban

mobilisation in various countries (Domaradzka 2018).

Conclusions

Based on engagement with different streams of field and

network governance literature, the paper explored the

factors influencing the recent re-emergence of organised

collective action around the theme of collaborative hous-

ing. The empirical study focused on CLH as an emerging

collaborative housing field within the English housing and

civil society context.

The re-emergence of collective action around the theme

of collaborative housing makes sense if we look at it in

relation to its boundaries with a number of adjacent fields.

Conventionally, housing fields are seen as being organised

by tenure with quite distinct sets of actors, governance

units and interactions in the home ownership, private rental

and social rental fields. However, these boundaries have

more recently been eroded by state policies that have

undermined the distinctiveness of social housing and pro-

moted private rental provision for low-income groups.

These developments created opportunities for a new

strategic organisational space in civil society.

As a response, like-minded established and new civil

society organisations have built temporary coalitions to

claim distinctiveness from actors in adjacent fields and

framed a nested organisational space as community-led

housing (CLH) in England. They hope to escape isomor-

phic pressures and to maintain distinct identities from

dominant actors and organisational models but basically,

they remain very interwoven with neighbouring fields from

where they secure resources and gain legitimacy. This

phenomenon has been observed with voluntary and grass-

roots movements in other sectors and countries too (Lune

and Martinez 1999; Macmillan 2013; Diani et al. 2018).

The analysis in this paper provides further insights on

the relative autonomy and institutionalisation of civil

society fields. The shared awareness of macro-level soci-

etal problems, such as a dysfunctional housing system,

among like-minded social movements is a key driver

behind collective action and field formation. However, the

results of this study suggest that collective action is not

necessarily a unified response, but we find sets of civil

society actors who are driven by regionally based agendas

and governance units. Thus, in our case of the CLH field in

England, we do not find much scaling and institutional

completeness, i.e. regulators, funders, consultants, etc.

working fairly exclusively within the field and providing it

with economic resources.

Considering the dimension of scale in the field analysis

makes the fragmentation of CLH even more visible and

strengthens its character as a social movement field (Do-

maradzka 2018). The spatial perspective also highlights the

limited but growing institutionalisation of CLH on the

national level, in contrast to the non-profit housing asso-

ciations field. Evidence from other countries actually sug-

gests that the institutionalisation of collaborative housing

fields is more likely to happen on the local than on the

national level (Lang and Stoeger 2018; Scheller and Thörn

2018). Thus, future studies should emphasise the spatial
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dimension in the analysis of field emergence (e.g. by ex-

ploring emergence conditions for regional enable-

r hubs) and also compare factors leading to successful and

failed institutionalisation of civil society fields in different

countries.

However, our study also suggests that the purpose of a

weakly structured field with permeable borders can simply

be to facilitate the strategic positioning of civil society

actors in multiple adjacent fields. Such an ‘‘interstitial

field’’ (Medvetz 2012) represents an important cross-sec-

toral space and provides its participants with a hybrid

identity.

In conclusion, we concur with Nicholls and Teasdale’s

(2017) focus on the nested nature of policy paradigms that

drive and constrain the institutionalisation process of a

field. Despite examples of socially skilled action at the

micro-level of CLH, there has been relatively little change

in the ways in which housing policy in England is con-

ceived and operated on the macro-level. In the early part of

our study (2010–2014), CLH actors had achieved connec-

tions with some policy streams (notably ‘‘Localism’’) and

some resource allocation and policy processes (notably

EHCGP) and modelled different ways of doing things.

These connections gradually led to a strategic project to

build a more unified CLH field which was partially suc-

cessful in securing field-wide resources, especially the

Community Housing Fund. Since 2018, there is evidence

of enhanced collaboration across the field. However, given

that the third stage of heightened network management can

largely be related to the external stimulus of the Commu-

nity Housing Fund which currently ends in 2020, it seems

too early to conclude whether there will be a long-term

movement to a more unified field.
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Appendix

See Tables 2 and 3.

Table 2 Overview of key interview sources

Role of interviewee Date of

interview

Executive of Confederation of Co-operative Housing

(CCH)

30/04/2013

Community-led housing consultant and former

director of housing co-operative in Birmingham

08/05/2013

Executive of National Community Land Trust

Network (NCLTN)

10/05/2013

Executive of Self-help Housing Network (SHHO) 10/05/2013

Executive of UK Cohousing Network (UKCN) 11/06/2013

Director of housing co-operative in Redditch 24/06/2013

Executive of self-help housing organisation in

Middlesbrough

29/04/2016

Board member of community land trust in Liverpool 23/08/2016

Executive of co-operative housing provider in

Liverpool

23/08/2016

Representative of local council in Liverpool 23/08/2016

Board member of community development charity

and community land trust in London

04/10/2016

Representative of local council in Redditch 14/12/2016
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